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ABSTRACT 
The goals of this research were twofold. First, this research investigated the current 
stereotype content between American and Japanese people. Second, the 
relationship among orientation (individualism or collectivism), intergroup friendly 
contact, and prejudice and stereotype variability was assessed. Results showed that both 
Americans and Japanese have positive stereotypes of each other, with Americans 
selecting the trait intelligent as the most common descriptor of Japanese people, and 
Japanese selecting the trait pleasure-loving the most common descriptors of 
Americans.  Although orientation was not related to the frequency of intergroup contact, 
friendly intergroup contact was positively related to stereotype variability and negatively 
related to prejudice levels.  This study also showed some differences between Americans 
and Japanese such as intergroup contact. 
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Chapter 1 
Introduction 
Stereotypes, Prejudice, and Discrimination 
     Stereotypes, prejudice, and discrimination are separate yet highly related constructs. 
Stereotypes are generalized ideas about the characteristics and behaviors of the members 
of a target group, while prejudice is the overgeneralization of the stereotypes of the 
members of the group and the negative attitudes toward those members (Hilton & von 
Hippel, 1996). Snyder and Miene (1994) state that stereotypes affect people’s views 
toward the social world; stereotypes lead to prejudice and discrimination, which may 
cause physical or psychological pain, the loss of liberties and rights, and other 
disadvantages for members of the minority group. The difference between prejudice and 
discrimination was first suggested by Allport (1954). Prejudice is an overgeneralized 
attitude, which may lead one to be disrespectful. Discrimination, on the other hand, is the 
behavior which causes the exclusion of the members of the target groups from 
opportunities. More recently, Devine (1995) explained prejudice as negative attitudes 
toward the members of a target group and discrimination as the negative behaviors 
toward those members based on the negative beliefs. Thus, stereotypes are followed by 
prejudice which leads to discrimination. 
The Sociocultural Function of Stereotypes 
One of the functions of stereotypes is a sociocultural one (Allport, 1954; Snyder & 
Miene, 1994). For example, Tejfel and Turner’s (1986) Social Identity Theory states that 
people’s self-identity and behaviors come from their shared social category; people try to 
adapt to their social world by belonging to a group in order to identify themselves and 
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promote self-esteem. As communication with in-group members gradually increases, 
people are more likely to be affected by others in the in-group. People receive 
information regarding out-group members from their in-group, thus hearing about the 
out-group second-hand. Moreover, people tend to have negatively biased views toward 
out-groups to maintain their own positive images. Since people share the negative views 
with the in-group without knowing the facts about the out-groups, they seem to keep the 
negative views toward out-group’s members. For example, Lyons and Kashima (2003) 
required participants to learn about the characteristics of a tribe, read a story about them, 
and write a summary to another person. The researchers manipulated the story which 
included both stereotype-consistent and stereotype-inconsistent information and divided 
the participants into those who knew that another person had already had the same 
information about the tribe and those who did not. The results showed that the 
participants who knew that another person had the same information about the tribe 
tended to report the stereotype-consistent information to another person rather than the 
stereotype-inconsistent information. Thus, in-group members tend to hold stereotypes 
toward the out-group members based on the biased information. Moreover, Lyons and 
Kashima showed that not only an individual member in the in-group but most members 
of the in-group have more influence over stereotypes toward out-groups. If most 
members, for example, think of an out-group badly or negatively, another member in the 
in-group is also likely to think of the out-group as negative. 
The Out-Group Homogeneity Belief 
     The lack of intergroup contact leads to the out-group homogeneity belief, in which 
out-group members are considered as more homogeneous than are in-group members 
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(Devine, 1995; Linville, Salovey, & Fischer, 1986). Whereas in-group members are seen 
as an individual, out-group members are seen as a category. Moreover, the more likely 
they consider the out-group members as a homogeneous category, the more favor toward 
in-group members people have (Simon, Mlicki, Johnston, Caetano, Warowicki, 
Knippernberg, & Deridder, 1990). In the study of Simon et al., college students were 
shown two pictures such as one picture by painter A and the other picture by painter B. 
The students were divided into two groups, Group A consisting of those who liked the 
painting by painter A, and Group B consisting of those who liked the painting by painter 
B. Moreover the researchers also divided each group into two sub-groups, 
high-homogeneous and low-homogeneous. The members in the high-homogeneous group 
were told that members of a group generally shared similar behaviors and thoughts, 
whereas the low-homogeneous group was told that the members in a group were not 
similar to each other. Thus, there were two groups, Group A and B, and half of each 
group believed that the group consisted of people who were similar while the other half 
of each group believed that the group members were different. Participants in each group 
were asked to rate the similarity of members of Group A and of B to check the 
manipulation for the level of homogeneity. The participants were also asked to evaluate 
one additional painting by painter A and another additional painting by painter B. After 
the task, the participants were requested to divide money to pay both the painters for the 
support. The results showed that the participants in the high-homogeneous group of both 
Group A and B showed the homogeneous belief for the out-group and preferred to pay 
more for the painting of their in-group rather than for the painting of the out-group; the 
homogeneous belief for out-groups causes the favor for in-group. Thus, the homogeneity 
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belief is a stereotype of out-groups, which leads to prejudice or discrimination. 
Contact Effect 
The reduction of the homogeneity belief.   Brewer and Miller (1984) suggest that 
the reduction of the homogeneity belief requires two processes, differentiation and 
personalization, through contacts with out-group members. Differentiation is a way of 
thinking about out-group members as an individual; people learn more accurate 
information about out-group members through the communication with the out-group 
members and make smaller subgroups to classify out-group individuals into. In 
differentiation, people do not always need to eliminate the boundaries between in-group 
and out-groups, so the distinction between in-group and out-groups still remains. Thus, 
people do not have the out-group homogeneity belief but may still see the members of the 
out-group as “foreigners”. On the other hand, personalization is the identification of 
out-group members as a self beyond the distinction of in-group and out-group. Brewer 
and Miller state that personalization occurs as people know a member of an out-group 
more familiarly; contact with the individual enhances the person’s familiarity and thus the 
view of the individual as an out-group member disappears (see also Islam & Hewstone, 
1993). Similarly, Wilder (1986) proposes that personalization leads to more favorable 
ideas about the members of out-groups. Thus, intergroup contact leads to personalization, 
which may promote the reduction of the homogeneity belief. 
However, the reduction of the homogeneity belief depends on the quality of 
intergroup contact. Casual contact does not affect the reduction of stereotypes (Allport, 
1954). People do not reduce stereotypes about out-groups no matter how much 
knowledge about out-group members they have through the communication with the 
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members (Jones, Wood, & Quattrone, 1981). In the study of Jones et al., college students 
who belonged to social clubs were asked how many people in other social clubs they 
individually knew and how they thought of their own group and the other groups. The 
results showed that the amount they knew did not relate to the perceived variability in the 
other social groups compared to the variability in their own group; knowledge does not 
help the reduction of stereotypes but the recalling of the stereotypes, which maintains the 
homogeneity belief for the out-group. Moreover, because intergroup contacts are usually 
done in a narrow situation, the knowledge about the out-groups is so limited that people 
do not have opportunities to modify their stereotypes of the out-groups (Quattrone, 1986). 
Thus, the effect of contact on the reduction of the homogeneity belief depends on what 
kinds of contacts people have with their out-group members. Wilder (1986) indicates that 
people, in favorable and friendly contact with members of out-groups, are likely to think 
of them heterogeneously because of the similarity between the people and the out-group 
members. The more people find common aspects with the out-group members, the more 
interested in the members they are, and the more they see the members not as out-groups 
but as individuals (Triandis, 1994). Especially, intimate contact with out-group members 
makes people trust each other, communicate more frequently, and consider others not as 
out-group members but as their own companions (Brewer & Miller, 1984; Wilder, 1986). 
Intimate contact also leads to the recognition of individual differences, which is required 
for the reduction of the out-group homogeneity belief (Quattrone, 1986). The more 
people know and the more intimate they become with an individual of an out-group, the 
more heterogeneous the people think of him or her, thus reducing stereotypes, including 
the homogeneity belief, for that individual. 
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The reduction of prejudice.   Prejudice is a negative attitude toward an out-group 
member based on that group membership. Allport (1954) was the first person to propose 
the contact effect on prejudice. Casual contact with out-group members leads to only the 
recall of people’s stereotypes. People only decrease prejudice when they have knowledge 
about the out-group members and have friendly or intimate contact with the members. 
Islam and Hewstone (1993) also showed that the quantity and quality of the contact 
relates to the attitude toward out-group members; the more and the better contact people 
have with out-group members, the less the people have prejudice toward them (see also 
Monteith & Spicer, 2000). In this study, Monteith and Spicer found that African 
American participants who were enrolled in a traditional Caucasian university showed 
less prejudice toward Caucasians than African American participants who attended a 
traditional African American university. The researchers suggested that the participants 
who are more likely to have intimate contacts with Caucasians on their campus may 
receive positive feedback of stereotypes of Caucasians; Caucasian students may treat 
African American students equally, so the African American students may hold positive 
stereotypes of Caucasians. Not only cooperative (Cook, 1984) but also friendly contact 
affects the change from the negative stereotype to the positive stereotype. In Pettigrew’s 
study (1997), the participants were asked whether members who belong to their 
out-groups are their neighbors, friends, or coworkers. At the same time, the participants 
answered a questionnaire to measure the level of prejudice toward the out-groups. The 
results showed that friendship strongly positively correlates to the kindness and respect 
demonstrated toward the out-groups; coworkers and neighborhood, in contrast, showed a 
slightly negative correlation with prejudice. Thus, the friendly contact lessens the 
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aggression toward out-group members and increases the closeness (see Brewer & Miller, 
1984). 
Prejudice: Stereotype Knowledge Versus Stereotype Belief 
While there are high-prejudiced people and low-prejudiced people, the difference 
of levels of prejudice is related not to the knowledge of stereotypes but to the personal 
belief of stereotypes (Devine, 1989; Devine & Elliot, 1995; Lepore & Brown, 1997). In 
these studies, the participants were asked how they think about the out-groups (e.g., in the 
study of Devine and Elliot, African American as the out-group) generally, and how they 
think of the groups personally. At the same time, these studies used racism scales such as 
the Modern Racism Scale (see McConahay, 1986; McConahay, Hardee, & Batts, 1981) to 
divide the participants into high-prejudiced people or low-prejudiced people. The results 
of these studies are consistent; high- and low-prejudiced people have the same 
stereotypical knowledge of the target group, but only the low-prejudiced people did not 
show their stereotypical thoughts when they were asked for their personal thoughts; they 
followed their personal beliefs in which they do not use their negative stereotypes. 
Low-prejudiced people, in other words, have some motivation to renounce their 
stereotypical thoughts (Devine, 1989). Lin, Kwan, Cheung and Fiske (under review, 
Studies 4 & 5) showed that low-prejudiced people show higher interest and interaction 
toward the target group than do high-prejudiced people. In other words, those who have 
motivation such as interests toward the target group may prefer to have contact with the 
target group and do not have as much prejudice as those who do not have such interests. 
The present study investigates whether intergroup contact associates with personal 
beliefs as one method for reducing prejudice and how the relation between intergroup 
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contact and the level of prejudice correlates. 
The Relationship between Americans and Japanese 
The current research will examine the prejudice between American people who live 
in the United States and Japanese people who live in Japan. The relationship between the 
United States of America and Japan began 150 years ago. The beginning of their 
relationship was the arrival in Japan of the black ships commanded by Commodore 
Matthew Perry who was an American in 1853, and both countries contracted for the 
Treaty of Peace and Amity in the next year (The Ministry of Foreign Affairs of Japan, 
2004). Since then, the United States of America and Japan have had a good bond with 
frequent exchange in various areas and strong cooperation, even if each of them had 
awful experiences in World War II. Currently, their economical and political ties are 
strong (Consulate General of Japan in Los Angeles, 2003). 
The opportunity of contact.   However, the contact between American and 
Japanese people seems to be low despite the strong link between the countries. From the 
view of Japanese, the people in old generations who experienced World War II do not 
have good images of Americans. For example, some of this researcher’s relatives do not 
think of Americans well because of the experience. In addition, Japanese have little 
contact with foreign people; in general, many of them do not prefer to make friends with 
foreigners even if they go abroad. In addition, there are fewer foreign people who live in 
Japan, compared to in the United States. Thus, the knowledge about foreigners is limited 
for Japanese, and they tend to have prejudice for non-Japanese people (Haarmaman, 
1984). However, Haarmaman observed that Japanese have positive stereotypes toward 
Caucasian Americans and West Europeans because many Japanese people have been 
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educated with English as a second language by Caucasian American or West European 
teachers, and thus have an image of them as good teachers who should be respected. 
However, the contact is limited. African Americans, however, are not seen the same as 
Caucasian Americans because the contact with African Americans is less than with 
Caucasian Americans; African Americans are not treated well by Japanese. Haarmaman 
also pointed out the influence of Americans in commercials on the stereotypes held by 
Japanese people. Japanese do not have actual contact with the members of out-groups, 
but the mass media, instead, affects the stereotypes held by Japanese. 
Only the lack of contact prevents Japanese people from reducing stereotypes or 
prejudice. O’Driscoll, Haque, and Ohsako (1983) investigated the relationship between 
the amount of contact with a target group and the closeness toward the group with college 
students from Pakistan, Japan, and Australia. The participants were asked about the 
contact experienced with the other two groups. For example, the questionnaire included 
whether the participants had any experience of living in the country of the target groups 
and whether they had intimate relationships with the members in each of those two 
countries. Closeness was measured by several questions such as whether they accepted 
the members of the target groups as their neighbors. The Japanese college students 
provided evidence of the contact effect; the Japanese who had more knowledge of and 
experience with Australians were more likely to make friends and have less prejudice 
toward them (Triandis, 1994). On the other hand, the Japanese generally had less contact 
with Pakistani people than with Australians, and their study did not show closeness 
between the Japanese and the Pakistani. These results provide support for contact being 
useful for Japanese to reduce prejudice. 
20 
Although the United States is a multiethnic country which has more contact with 
foreigners than Japan, the Japanese stereotypes held by American people are also 
influenced by general images, not by actual intergroup contact (e.g. Gilbert, 1951; 
Karlins, Coffman, & Walters, 1969; Katz & Braly, 1933). The study by Katz and Braly 
showed that American college students personally think of Japanese in terms of positive 
stereotypes (see also Devine & Elliot, 1995) such as Japanese are intelligent, industrious, 
progressive, and quiet although they do not have many contacts with Japanese. On the 
other hand, the study of Gilbert (1951), which was conducted after World War II, 
indicated that the personal belief of American college students regarding Japanese was 
affected by the political climate such as “their enemy”; his study showed the negative 
shift in Japanese stereotypes such as imitative, extremely nationalistic, and sly. In the 
study of Karlins et al. (1969), the negative stereotypes found in Gilbert disappeared, with 
American college students seeing Japanese as industrious, ambitious, and efficient, 
influenced by the rapid development in the Japanese industry. The younger generation of 
Americans born after 1946 had fewer and more positive stereotypes of Japanese than did 
the generation born before World War II, but American people still showed negative 
social distance toward Asians (Wilson, 1996); in a questionnaire of Wilson’s study, 
Caucasian American participants showed resistance to contact with Asians as well as 
Latinos and Jews, such as the Caucasians did not want to live in a neighborhood or have a 
close relative marry, and still have the prejudice toward Asians. Thus, even if Americans 
have positive stereotypes toward Japanese, they still have prejudice toward Asians, 
perhaps because of the lack of actual contacts. 
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Collectivism and individualism.   One of the differences between Americans and 
Japanese is the orientations of individualism and collectivism. Triandis (1995) explained 
collectivism as the view of the self “as parts of one or more collectives (p.2)” and 
individualism as the consideration of the self as separately from others. Individualists 
focus on the self, so the interpersonal relationship has spatial distance between 
individuals; the collectivists adjust their behaviors to fit in with the other in-group 
members, so the interpersonal relationship is tight and spatially close (Triandis, 1994). In 
communication, individualists tend to speak out their own opinions, and collectivists 
communicate with others, waiting for others’ response first (Triandis, 1995). The 
Americans’ value is individualism (Katz, Wackenhut, & Hass, 1986), whereas Japanese 
are likely to value collectivism because of their culture (Triandis, 1995); American 
society focuses on independence and individualism, and Japanese society considers the 
relationship with others more important than the individual. 
     Intergroup contact is affected by individualism and collectivism. Yuki (2003) 
suggests that East Asians, who are collectivists, prefer intragroup more than intergroup 
relationships; each of the in-group members is considered a part of the network in the 
group. Moreover, these collectivists expect the other members in the same group to 
behave similarly as themselves; for example, an individual gives a souvenir to his friend 
and expects the friend to give a souvenir to him. That is the intragroup relationship in 
collectivism, so collectivists deal not with out-group members but with in-group 
members (Yamagishi, Jin, & Miller, 1998) Individualists, on the other hand, compete 
with both in-group and out-group members (Triandis, 1995; Yamagishi et al., 1998); thus 
individualists do not expect others to do anything for them in contrast to collectivists. 
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Thus, in this research, it is hypothesized that individualists, Americans, care less about 
both in-group and out-group members, and contact with such members. Japanese, on the 
other hand, prefer to have contact with in-group members but not with out-group 
members. 
Triandis (1994) suggests that the difference between these two orientations has an 
effect on the reason behind prejudice and discrimination. The collectivists, such as 
Japanese, favor in-group members, see the members of out-groups as out of in-group, and 
tend to have more prejudice toward the out-group members. On the other hand, the 
individualists such as Americans tend to see their out-group members lower than 
themselves, so they also have more prejudice toward their out-group members. Although 
both Americans and Japanese hold prejudice, they have different reasons for prejudice 
because their ways of viewing the out-groups are different. Thus, the difference between 
individualism and collectivism, as well as the practical limitation of the intergroup 
contact, has strong effects on Americans and Japanese relations, which influence 
stereotypes and prejudice. 
The Goals of This Research 
     Considering these previous research studies, the goals of the current study were 1) 
to explore how the American stereotypes for Japanese would be different from the 
Japanese stereotypes for Americans, 2) to investigate whether the difference between 
individualism and collectivism would be associated with intergroup contact, 3) to 
examine whether the quantity of intergroup contact would relate to the level of out-group 
homogeneity belief and prejudice; the out-group homogeneity belief was measured by the 
amount of variability of the selected stereotypes, and 4) to investigate whether or not the 
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relationship between individualism/collectivism and stereotypes/prejudice was mediated 
by the amount of intergroup contact. 
     The first goal was set up because there was no current data relating to both of the 
American and the Japanese stereotypes. This study predicted that the Japanese 
stereotypes held by Americans would be similar to the ones found by Katz and Braly 
(1933) and Karlins et al. (1969), but not to the stereotypes found by Gilbert (1951) 
because of the current strong relationship between the United States and Japan. It was 
also predicted that Americans see the Japanese as more intimate and friendly than those 
former three studies because of the stronger connection between the United States and 
Japan, the accessibility of Japan, and the introduction of Japanese language and culture 
into American education. On the other hand, there was not any data about how Japanese 
stereotype Americans. Even if Japanese authors publish books about the United States, 
the contents seem to be limited and stereotyped. It was predicted that the stereotypes 
today would be more positive than those held by the older generation, such as those who 
had experience in World War II and still think Americans as their enemy, because of the 
influence of mass media and the increasing exposure to American culture. Thus, this 
study described the current stereotypes held by the American and the Japanese. 
The second hypothesis was that intergroup contact would be affected by the 
orientations such as individualism and collectivism; individualists might have more 
intergroup contact than collectivists. This study investigated whether American people 
are individualists and Japanese people are collectivists. Based on the finding, whether or 
not these orientations related to the amount of intergroup contact was examined. 
     The third hypothesis in this research investigated whether the amount of intergroup 
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contact correlates with the amount of stereotypes or prejudice. To investigate this 
hypothesis, the participants in each study in the United States or Japan were divided into 
two groups, including the people who had taken the other language or culture classes and 
the people who had not. Lin et al. (under review) developed the Anti-Asian American 
Prejudice Scale (AAAPS) from Study 1 through Study 3. In these studies, 106 items were 
eliminated from the first 131 items by factor analysis, and 25 items were chosen. The 
reliability was shown to be strong (alpha = .94). The validity was supported by the high 
correlation with two other prejudice scales. After developing the AAAPS, in Study 4 and 
5, the researchers measured the level of prejudice by the AAAPS and their social distance 
from Asian Americans by asking the interaction and interest toward them. These studies 
showed that low-prejudiced people had a higher interest in the other culture, and took 
more classes relating to the other culture than high-prejudiced people. Based on the 
findings of Lin et al., it was assumed that those who had taken the language or culture 
classes of the other group were more likely to have intimate contact with the group than 
those who had not. Consequently, the participants who had more intergroup contact, 
including those who had taken the target’s language or culture classes, would see them 
more heterogeneously and hold less prejudice toward the group than those who did not. 
     The fourth hypothesis was the final objective of this research, to examine whether 
the relationship between individualism/collectivism and stereotypes/prejudice was 
mediated by the amount of intergroup contact. The results in this research would help the 
relationship between Americans and Japanese work more smoothly. 
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Chapter 2 
Method 
Participants 
     Data were collected from two groups, one group consisting of American college 
students in the United States and the other group consisting of Japanese college students 
in Japan. 
     One-hundred and forty-seven undergraduate students participated in this study. 
One-hundred and one participants were recruited for participation through an 
Introduction to Psychology subject pool or other classes unrelated to the target. An 
additional 40 students who had taken the target’s language or culture classes were 
specifically selected by the researcher; the researcher assumed that those participants 
would be more likely to have contact with the target group. Data provided by six students 
were deleted; three students were minors under the age of 18, and three students were 
neither Japanese nor Americans. Seventy-one students were Japanese (50.4%) who were 
enrolled in universities in Japan while 70 students were Americans (49.6%) who attended 
a mid-sized university in the Southeast Region of the United States. The sample was 
comprised of 69 Asians (48.9%), 40 Caucasian Americans (28.4%), 19 African 
Americans (13.5%), 3 Latinos (2.1%), 8 “others” or no indication (5.7%), and 2 halves of 
Japanese and Americans (1.4%). The data comes from 40 males (28.4%) and 101 females 
(71.6%). 
Design  
     The design of this study is a multivariable correlational design. The predictor 
variables are orientation (individualism vs. collectivism) and the level of intergroup 
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contact. The outcome variables are the variability of stereotypes and amount of prejudice. 
Materials 
     Two versions of the questionnaire were prepared; the original questionnaire was 
written in English for the American participants, and the questionnaire for the Japanese 
participants was translated into Japanese by the researcher. It was then proofread for 
consistency with English version by a Japanese instructor who teaches Japanese language 
and culture at Georgia Southern University. The questionnaire asked the American 
college students about their contact, orientation (individualistic or collectivistic), 
stereotypes, and prejudice toward the Japanese. While the Japanese college students were 
asked about their contact, orientation, stereotypes, and prejudice toward Americans. 
There were, in total, five sections in the questionnaire. 
     The first section consisted of four questions asking about demographic information 
such as gender, age, citizenship, and ethnicity. 
     Contact information.  The second section assessed the participants’ contact with 
the target group, with 18 questions. Ten questions asked participants about general 
contact with the other group such as watching movies related to the target. Eight 
questions asked about friendly contact with the other group. A factor analysis was done to 
examine the boundary between the general contact and the friendly contact after 
collecting data. All of the questions targeted the frequency within the participants’ 
experience. A higher score indicated more intergroup contact. 
The Self-Construal Scale.  The third section measured whether the participants 
were individualists or collectivists. The Self-Construal Scale (SCS, Singelis, 1994) was 
used for the scale in this section. To develop this scale, Singelis first collected 45 items 
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regarding thinking, emotion, and behaviors to distinguish between individualism and 
collectivism, and these items were written to fit in with college students. The researcher 
gave two samples of the participants the questionnaire consisting of these items in a 
7-point Likert-type-scale. Meanwhile, the participants were also required to complete a 
scenario task to measure whether they were individualists or collectivists. In the task, the 
participants read scenarios depicting and were asked to what extent the situation had 
influenced the person’s attitude; individualists were less likely to view the situation as an 
influential factor. A factor analysis resulted in 24 items such as 12 individualism items 
and 12 collectivism items. Moreover, two studies used with these 24 items by two 
different samples showed similar results, providing support for the reliability of this scale. 
The validity was also shown. Asian Americas (S1: M = 4.91; S2: M = 4.94) responded on 
the collectivism items in the SCS more than Caucasian Americans (S1: M = 4.37; S2: M = 
4.47), and that Caucasian American (S1: M = 5.14; S2: M = 5.06) responded on the 
individualism items in the SCS more than Asian Americans (S1: M = 4.55; S2: M = 4.73), 
which is consistent with the orientations of individualism and collectivism. Asian 
Americans and the participants who scored higher on the collectivism items in the SCS 
than on the individualism items also showed the higher collectivism tendency in the 
scenario task than Caucasian Americans and those who scored higher on the 
individualism items than on the collectivism items. 
     The present study used the original SCS; each question in the SCS offered a choice 
from 1 (strongly disagree) to 7 (strongly agree). An example of an individualism item is 
“I’d rather say “No” directly, than risk being misunderstood”, whereas an example of a 
collectivism item is “It is important for me to maintain harmony within my group”. A 
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higher score generally means a greater tendency to be an individualist or a collectivist. 
The list of participants’ personal belief toward the target group.  Section four 
asked the participants their personal beliefs about the target group (Devine & Elliot, 
1995). The study of Katz and Braly (1933), Gilbert (1951), and Karlins, Coffman, and 
Walters (1969) used 84 adjective words on the lists to describe the target group. However, 
some of those words seemed to be difficult for the current college students, so pretest was 
conducted to determine which words should be used for the stereotype rating scale. Ten 
American students who major in psychology at Georgia Southern University and 11 
Japanese students, ten students who were enrolled in universities in Georgia, Kentucky, 
and Louisiana and one student who attended a university in Japan, participated in the 
pretest. Participants were instructed to circle any words that were unfamiliar to them. The 
pretest indicated that the current college students did not understand every word on the 
list, compared with the students who participated in the previous studies which used this 
list (Gilbert, 1951; Karlins, Coffman, & Walter, 1969; Katz & Braly, 1933). As a result, 
the researcher changed 14 words which the students showed difficulty in understanding 
and used 83 words for this study due to the duplication of meaning. Participants were, at 
the same pretest, instructed to indicate whether each target word was positive or negative 
in meaning; they were asked to put either a P as a positive meaning or an N as a negative 
meaning next to each word. These results would overcome the language difference 
between English and Japanese. 
In this study, the participants were requested to circle the words that were 
illustrative of the group’s characteristics. Participants were also allowed to add additional 
words to the list, if necessary. In this study, the homogeneity belief was operationally 
29 
defined as the variability of stereotypes. Thus, the number of circling in the list of 
stereotypes per participant was counted. It was assumed that the participants who chose 
fewer words as their stereotypes look at the out-group as a homogeneous category, while 
those participants who chose more words as their stereotypes see the out-group as 
heterogeneous individuals (see Devine, 1995; Linville, Salovey, & Fischer, 1986). 
Prejudice scale.  In section five, the participants’ prejudice level was assessed by 
combining questions from several scales. The scales are reviewed below. The Modern 
Racism Scale (MRS, McConahay, 1986; McConahay, Hardee, & Batts, 1981) has been 
used in several studies (Devine, 1989; Devine & Elliot, 1995) to measure prejudice level. 
McConahay et al. first made a questionnaire consisting of seven old-fashioned racism 
items in terms of the racism in the early part of the 20th century, seven modern racism 
items regarding the racism after insisting human rights for African Americans in the 
United States, and seven filler items which do not relate to racism; the male Caucasian 
participants twice responded to the questionnaire by rating the degree of agreement with 
items under either a Caucasian or an African American experimenter. The results 
indicated that the participants with an African American experimenter responded lower 
on old-fashioned prejudice items than the participants with a Caucasian American 
experimenter because the old-fashioned racism items were so easily recognized that the 
participants tried to modify their racism so not as to offend the African American 
experimenter. On the other hand, there was no difference between the scores of modern 
racism items under both the conditions. McConahay (1986) also provided support for the 
scale. A factor analysis indicated that old-fashioned racism items and modern racism 
items were divided into two factors and that these factors correlated with each other (r 
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= .59). The results were similar with different samples, demonstrating the reliability of 
the scale. In regards to the validity, the items in this scale showed the negative correlation 
with a scale for sympathy and the positive correlation with a scale for antiblack feeling. 
McConahay conducted another study and showed that the higher score on MRS people 
have, the more likely they are to discriminate against African Americans. Thus, the scale 
has high reliability and validity.  
     However, Lepore and Brown (1997) suggested that it is not valid for non-American 
people, and thus they developed a new prejudice scale for British samples, combining 
items from several racism scales; the items included the items regarding old-fashioned 
racism, aversive racism, national identification, threat to national identity, and contact 
with ethnic minorities. Factor analysis showed that the questions in the scale were 
divided into two factors, which correlated with each other. All of the three studies done 
by the researchers showed high internal reliability, Cronbach’s alpha = .80. Moreover, the 
five different contents of the items correlate with other contents such as old-fashioned (r 
= -.76), aversive (r = -.65), identification (r = -.52), threat (r = -.61), and contact (r 
= .41); this pattern is the same with other racism scales. Thus, their scale is also useful to 
measure the level of prejudice. 
     The Blatant and Subtle Prejudice Scales (Pettigrew & Meertens, 1995) were also 
used for some studies (Pettigrew, 1997; see also Lepore & Brown, 1997). Pettigrew and 
Meertens defined blatant prejudice as old-fashioned prejudice caused by racial 
discrimination, whereas subtle prejudice is defined as modern prejudice which consists of 
three characteristics. One characteristic is the defense of traditional values. People’s 
behaviors toward out-groups rely on their traditional values. Another characteristic is the 
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exaggeration of cultural differences. People see out-groups not inferiorly but in different 
cultures, so they tend to see out-group members stereotypically. The other characteristic 
is the denial of positive emotions toward out-groups without rejecting negative emotions. 
Based on these two kinds of prejudice, the researchers made up 10 items for each blatant 
scale and subtle scale, chosen from more than 50 items by factor analysis and a content 
analysis. Participants in England, Netherland, France, and Germany were asked to 
complete the questionnaire while they also answered the items regarding nine variables 
such as ethnocentrism, racist movement approval, intergroup friends, political 
conservatism, group relative deprivation, national pride, political interest, education, and 
age. The results showed that racist movement approval, group relative deprivation, 
political interest, and age are important variables for the blatant scale, whereas racist 
movement approval, political conservatism, national pride, and age are also influential for 
the subtle scale. Moreover, the participants were asked about rights of immigrants, 
immigration policy, and preferred remedies. The results in all of the sampling groups 
were the same; those who responded more both on blatant scale and on the subtle scale 
were more likely to oppose immigration. Thus, the reliability and the validity were both 
high, and this scale is useful to measure prejudice levels. 
     Bringham (1993) developed the Multifactor Scales of Racial Attitudes not only for 
Caucasian Americans but also for African Americans in the United States. The researcher 
collected items from other racism scales for college students and chose 112 items for 
Caucasians and for African Americans. The result of the first experiment led to 22 items 
being dropped because of the lack of the variability and the similarity to other items, and 
90 items remained. In the second experiment, the participants were also asked about 
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contacts with the other group at the same time they answered the questionnaire. The 
research showed that the scale for Caucasian Americans correlated with other racism 
scales such as Affect/Social Distance (r = .92), the MRAI (r = .86), the Modern Racism 
Scale (r =.70), the Symbolic Racism Scale (r = .45), and direct self-evaluation index (r 
= .64). On the other hand, the scale for African Americans also correlated with 
Affect/Social Distance (r = .84), the MRAI (r =.53), and direct self-evaluation (r = .56). 
Thus, these correlations supported validity of the scales. The reliability of this scale, in 
fact, is stronger than the other scales.  
     All of the prejudice scales above reviewed assess prejudice for a target group living 
in the same country as the participants. Moreover, some items in these scales contain 
political views. The current study, however, sought to assess prejudice between 
participants of different countries and focused on social distance and intimacy. For the 
purposes of the current study, fifteen questions were selected from several prejudice 
scales; questions 1, 6, 7, 8, 10 were from the Prejudice scale of Lepore and Brown, 
question 2 was from the Racism Scale of McConahay et al., questions 3, 4, 5, 11 were 
from the Blatant and Subtle Prejudice Scales (Pettigrew, 1997; Pettigrew & Meertens, 
1995), and questions 12, 13, 14, 15, which showed a correlation with intergroup contact, 
were from the Multifactor Scales of Racial Attitudes (Bringham, 1993). Question 9 was 
made and added into the prejudice scale. These items also targeted the other group; in the 
questionnaire given to American participants, they were asked their attitudes toward 
Japanese, whereas Japanese were asked their attitudes toward Americans. 
     Moreover, some items listed on the prejudice scale seemed to relate to orientation; 
questions 5, 6, 8, 13, and 15 in the questionnaire might relate to individualism because 
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the people tend to see the other target group as inferior, whereas questions 1, 3, 7, 10, and 
14 might relate to collectivism because the people think of members in the target group as 
“foreigners” and do not want the members to join their network or community (Triandis, 
1994). Thus, these items may underlie the reason behind prejudice. 
To score the prejudice measure, seven items were coded as reverse. Thus, the 
higher score in the scale the participants had, the more likely they were to be prejudiced. 
The two versions of the questionnaire used in this research are attached in Appendix A 
and B. 
Procedure 
     For practical reasons, the procedure was different dependent upon whether the 
participants were American college students or Japanese college students. 
     American participants read and signed the consent form upon entering the testing 
room. The researcher then explained that the purpose of the research was to assess the 
impression American college students have toward Japanese, and gave the participants 
the questionnaire. It took a maximum of 30 minutes to complete the questionnaire. The 
experimenter thanked the participants and let them leave the room as soon as the 
participants handed in the questionnaire and were debriefed. 
     Japanese participants were asked to complete the questionnaire at their home. The 
participants’ instructors gave them the instructions, the questionnaire, and the informed 
consent form and instructed the participants to return the questionnaire in a week. The 
instructions told participants that the purpose of the study was to investigate the 
impressions Japanese college students have toward Americans. They were asked to 
complete the questionnaire in private, and to not discuss the study with others. 
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Participants were then instructed to read and sign the informed consent form and to 
complete the questionnaire. It took at maximum 30 minutes to complete it. When the 
questionnaires were returned, the instructor thanked the participants and gave them the 
debriefing statement. 
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Chapter 3 
Results 
Stereotypes 
     Japanese stereotypes toward Americans.  Pleasure-loving was the word most 
often selected by the Japanese participants as being descriptive of Americans, with 51 
students (71.8%) choosing it. Outgoing (62.0%), cheerful (60.6%), loyal to family ties 
(56.3%) and talkative (56.3%) were also frequently selected words. 
     American stereotypes toward Japanese.  Intelligent was the word most frequently 
chosen by American participants as descriptive of Japanese, with 65 students (92.9%) 
choosing it. Loyal to family ties (88.6%), traditional (75.7%), kind (68.6%), and 
scientifically-minded (62.9%) were also frequently selected. The complete results of the 
stereotypes measure is attached as Table 1. 
     Furthermore, the participants were also asked to add other appropriate words if 
necessary. See Table 2. 
Orientation 
     It was hypothesized that Americans would score higher on individualism items in 
the Self-Construal Scale (Singelis, 1994) than on collectivism items, and Japanese would 
score higher on collectivism items than individualism items. 
     Results did not support this hypothesis. The mean of individualism items 
responded by Americans was 61.20 (SD = 8.35), and the mean of collectivism items 
responded by Americans was 61.26 (SD = 7.64), t (68) = -.048, p >.05). Japanese also 
showed similar results; the mean of individualism items was 55.51 (SD = 7.13), and the 
mean of collectivism items was 54.37 (SD = 6.04), t (69) = 1.049, p > .05). 
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     Upon comparing American and Japanese participants on individualism and 
collectivism scores, results showed Americans scored higher than Japanese on both scales. 
For individualism items, the mean of American scores was 60.91 (SD = 7.31), while the 
mean of Japanese scores was 55.97 (SD = 6.71), t (131) = -4.063, p < .0005. The mean of 
American scores on collectivism items was 60.68 (SD = 7.12), and the mean of Japanese 
scores was 54.50 (SD = 6.07), t (131) = -5.391, p < .0005. 
The Relationship between Orientation and Intergroup Contact 
     It was hypothesized that individualists would indicate more intergroup contact than 
would collectivists. Participants were designated as either individualists or collectivists 
via a quarterly split. The extreme individualism group consisted of 35 persons, including 
17 Americans and 18 Japanese. The extreme collectivism group consisted of 34 persons, 
including 18 Americans and 16 Japanese. 
     The influence of the orientation on the frequency of intergroup contact was 
measured. Results showed no difference in intergroup contact. Collectivists (M = 38.21, 
SD = 10.62) were just as likely to have had intergroup contact as were individualists (M = 
39.77, SD = 12.57), t (67) = .558, p > .05. 
Intergroup Friendly Contact 
     Past research has shown that not general contact but friendly contact influences 
stereotypes and prejudice (Brewer & Miller, 1984; Islam & Hewstone, 1993; Monteith & 
Spicer, 2000; Pettigrew 1997; Quattrone, 1986; Wilder, 1986). A factor analysis was 
conducted to check the difference between general contact and friendly contact. Principal 
components analysis was conducted utilizing a varimax rotation. The analysis showed 
five factors. 
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     After rotation, the first factor accounted for 22.42% of the total variance in the 
original variables, the second factor accounted for 22.26%, the third factor accounted for 
11.39%, the fourth factor accounted for 8.99%, and the fifth factor accounted for 6.4% of 
the total variance. Table 3 shows the loadings for each factor. The first factor consisted of 
six items, such as listening to music and reading books, and was named “general 
knowledge about the target group”. The second factor was named “direct friendly 
contact” and included five items, such as the experience of face-to-face contact and 
having internet contact with a person who belongs to the target group. The third factor 
was named “the experience of sharing life with the target group” and consisted of three 
items, such as the experience of having a love relationship and living with a person in the 
target group. The fourth factor, “cultural experience”, consisted of three items such as 
taking the target’s language or culture classes. The fifth factor was “experience of 
studying abroad” and consisted of only the one item. 
     Upon considering the boundary between general contact factors and friendly 
contact factors, the combination of two factors, “direct friendly contact” and “the 
experience of sharing life with the target group” was considered as friendly contact 
factors because these factors represent friendly and intimate contact with the target group, 
compared to the other factors. There are eight items in friendly contact factors. While 
seven items among those eight items in the factors were consistent with seven items 
hypothesized, one item was inconsistent with one item hypothesized. It was assumed that 
the item of the experience of studying in the target country would be included into the 
friendly contact factor, but the item of the experience of traveling would not; however, 
the results showed the opposite of the assumption. Upon comparing the frequency of 
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these items, there are less people who have studied at universities of the target country 
(3.5%) than people who have traveled in the target country (14.9%), thus the number of 
people with the experience of studying in the target country might not be enough to 
measure the friendly contact. Thus, these eight items, including the item of the experience 
of traveling, are considered as friendly contact items. 
     To examine the contact effect, participants were designated as high or low friendly 
contact via median split; the low contact group consisted of 69 persons, while the other 
72 persons were considered as the high contact group. 
     A Multiple Analysis of Variance (MANOVA) was conducted to investigate the 
contact effect on the variability of stereotypes and prejudice. When comparing between 
low-frequent contact and high-frequent contact, the overall multivariate test was 
significant, F (2, 132) = 8.496, p < .0005. 
     Friendly intergroup contact and variability of stereotypes.  The number of circling 
in the list of stereotypes was considered the variability of stereotypes. It was 
hypothesized that participants who have more friendly intergroup contact would show 
more variability of stereotypes, which means that more words would be selected as 
characteristic of the other group. The univariate test of MANOVA was conducted to 
examine the contact effect on the variability of stereotypes. High-frequency contact 
people showed more variability (M = 18.12, SD = 7.48) than low-frequency contact 
people (M = 15.26, SD = 8.32), F (1, 134) = 4.416, p <.05. The results supported the 
hypothesis. 
     Friendly intergroup contact and prejudice.  It was hypothesized that those who 
have more friendly intergroup contact would show less prejudice. Results of the 
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univariate test of MANOVA showed that high-frequency contact people showed less 
prejudice (M = -15.80, SD = 7.48) than low-frequency contact people (M = -11.14, SD = 
7.18), F (1, 134) = 13.617, p <.0005. Thus, the study supported the contact effect on 
prejudice. 
     Factor analysis of prejudice scale.  Since the prejudice scale used in this study 
was a combination of questions from several prejudice measures, a factor analysis was 
conducted. Principle component analysis was conducted utilizing a varimax rotation. The 
analysis showed that the prejudice scale was composed of five factors (See Table 4). 
     After rotation, the first factor accounted for 16.27% of the total variance in the 
original variables, the second factor accounted for 14.94%, the third factor accounted for 
13.31%, the fourth factor accounted for 9.13%, and the fifth factor accounted for 8.82% 
of the total variance. The first factor consisted of four questions such as the change of the 
ethnic composition for neighbors and was named “life with the target group”. The second 
factor was named “social equality relating to the relationship”, including friendship, 
marriage, and unemployment. The third factor was named “internal attitude toward the 
target group” and consisted of four questions, including taking advice. The fourth factor 
was named “specific relationship”, including the relationships with a sexual partner or a 
boss. The fifth factor was “general attitude toward out-groups”, with similarity of 
out-group members and the acceptance of the maintenance of the tradition. 
     The relationship between each factor and the amount of friendly contact was also 
examined. Results showed that the factors affected by the frequency of friendly contact 
were “life with the target group” (low frequency, M = -3.12, SD = 3.00; high frequency, 
M = -4.58, SD = 2.92; t (138) = 2.919, p <.005) and “internal attitude toward the target 
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group” (low frequency, M = -1.76, SD = 2.86; high frequency, M = -3.97, SD = 3.01; t 
(136) = 4.421, p <.0005)”. On the other hand, the factors which were not influenced by 
the frequency of friendly contact were “social equality relating to the relationship” (low 
frequency, M = -3.87, SD = 2.01; high frequency, M = -4.33, SD = 1.97; t (139) = 1.384, p 
> .05), “specific relationship” (low frequency, M = -5.41, SD = 2.93; high frequency, M = 
-6.34, SD = 2.95; t (138) = 1.876, p > .05), and “general attitude toward out-groups”(low 
frequency, M = -1.03, SD = 1.60; high frequency, M = -1.01, SD = 1.44; t (138) = -.060, p 
> .05). 
     Moreover, among those factors which did not show effects of friendly contact, the 
factors which showed a significant relationship with the frequency of friendly contact 
were “social equality relating to the relationship” (r (141) = -.215, p < .05), and “specific 
relationship” (r (140) = -.186, p < .05). “General attitude toward out-groups”, in contrast, 
did not show a significant relationship with friendly contact (r (140) = -.157, p > .05). 
The Relationship among Orientation, Stereotypes, and Intergroup Contact 
     It was hypothesized that the relationship between orientation and stereotype 
variability would be mediated by intergroup contact. Results showed that orientation had 
a correlation with the variability of stereotypes, r (132) = .180, p <.05; the more 
collectivistic people are, the more variability they see in the target group. This study, 
however, did not show the correlation between orientation and friendly contact, r (133) = 
-.043, p >.05. Results also showed a correlation between contact and the variability of 
stereotypes, r (140) = .408, p <.01. The more contact a person has with the target people, 
the more variability the person sees in the people. Overall, the partial correlation could 
not be used because this study did not show the relationship between orientation and 
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friendly contact. 
     Instead of partial correlation to examine the relationship among orientation, contact, 
and stereotypes, the effects of orientation and friendly contact on the variability of 
stereotypes were also examined. The variability of stereotypes was compared among 
individualists whose friendly contact were low (M = 12.11, SD = 5.99) or high (M = 
16.00, SD = 7.19) and collectivists whose contact were low (M= 17.44, SD = 7.97) or 
high (M = 21.67, SD = 10.02). Both of the effects of orientation (F (1, 67) = 8.346, p 
< .01) and friendly contact (F (1, 67) = 4.538, p < .05) on stereotypes were significant, 
but results did not show an interaction between them, F (1, 67) = .008, p > .05. The 
results are attached as Table 5. 
The Relationship among Orientation, Prejudice, and Intergroup Contact 
     It was hypothesized that orientation and prejudice would be mediated by friendly 
contact. However, results showed that there was no relationship between orientation and 
prejudice, r (133) = .091, p > .05. The contact correlated with prejudice, r (136) = -.405, 
p <.01; the more contact a person has with the target person, the less he or she has 
prejudice toward the people. The partial correlation could not be used to examine this 
hypothesis because there was no relationship between orientation and intergroup contact, 
and between orientation and prejudice. 
     Next, a 2 (orientation: individualism vs. collectivism) X 2 (contact: low- vs. 
high-frequency) factorial design was conducted to examine the effect on prejudice. The 
total scores of prejudice were compared among individualists who had low-frequent 
contact (M = -13.59, SD = 8.56), individualists who had high-frequent contact (M = 
-16.29, SD = 8.31), collectivists who had low-frequent contact (M = -10.44, SD = 7.35), 
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and collectivists who had high-frequent contact (M = -17.87, SD = 6.49). The effect of 
orientation on prejudice did not show significance (F (1, 66) = .171, p > .05), while the 
effect of friendly contact on prejudice showed significance (F (1, 66) = 7.120, p < .05). 
Results did not show an interaction between them (F (1, 66) = 1.544, p > .05). Table 6 
indicates the results. 
Reasons for Prejudice 
     In addition to examining the relationships among orientation, intergroup contact, 
stereotypes, and prejudice, it was assumed that the reasons underlying prejudice might 
differ by orientation type. The means score of prejudice items that might relate to 
individualism was compared between individualists (M = -5.88, SD = 3.01) and 
collectivists (M = -6.33, SD = 3.17). Results showed that there was no difference between 
them (t (65) = .597, p > .05). The mean score of prejudice items which might relate to 
collectivism was not significant between individualists (M = -3.74, SD = 4.13) and 
collectivists (M = -3.09, SD = 3.81), t (66) = -.676, p > .05. 
The Difference between Americans and Japanese 
     General differences between Americans and Japanese were also examined. First, 
Japanese participants showed more intergroup contact (M = 40.23, SD = 6.45) than 
American participants (M = 36.03, SD = 13.43), t (139) = 2.371, p <.05. Americans, on 
the other hand, showed more friendly contact (M = 14.36, SD = 6.69) than Japanese (M = 
10.94, SD = 3.16), t (139) = -3.884, p <.0005. 
     The nationality affected the variability of stereotypes, t (138) = -3.559, p <.005; 
Americans (M = 19.67, SD = 9.47) tended to have more variability of stereotypes than 
Japanese (M = 14.28, SD = 8.42). Moreover, prejudice was also influenced by the 
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nationality, t (134) = 5.113, p <.0005; Japanese (M = -10.55, SD = 6.79) were more likely 
to have prejudice than Americans (M = -16.78, SD = 7.41). 
     Moreover, Americans have different results from Japanese regarding the contact 
effect. For American participants, contact was positively related to the variability of 
stereotypes (t (30) = -2.488, p <.05; low-frequent contact, M = 16.71, SD = 5.46; 
high-frequent contact, M = 26.60, SD = 15.36). Japanese did not show the difference 
between the high contact (M = 14.44, SD = 5.49) and low contact (M = 11.81, SD = 7.96), 
t (42) = -1.217, p >.05. There was also a significant difference between the mean 
prejudice scores of American low- (M = -13.50, SD = 6.49) and high-contact groups (M = 
-22.20, SD = 5.36), t (29) = 4.053, p <.0005, while the mean of Japanese low- (M = 
-10.80, SD = 8.43) and high-contact groups (M = -11.56, SD = 6.16) did not differ (t (41) 
= .323, p >.05). These findings are discussed below. 
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Chapter 4 
Discussion 
     This study found that 1) both Americans and Japanese are more likely to have 
positive than negative views toward the other group, 2) the nationality may not affect the 
orientation such as collectivism or individualism, 3) the orientation may not influence the 
frequency of the intergroup contact, 4) the friendly contact is related to stereotypes and 
prejudice, 5) the relationship between the orientation and stereotypes is not mediated by 
the contact, 6) the relationship between the orientation and prejudice is not mediated by 
the contact, and 7) this study does not show the reasons for prejudice dependent upon the 
orientation. 
Stereotypes 
     This study showed that both Americans and Japanese see each other positively. 
These results may stem from the current strong tie between the United States of America 
and Japan (Iikura, 2001). The most frequently chosen word by Americans as their 
stereotypes toward Japanese was intelligent, consistent with the study of Katz and Braly 
(1933) and one of Asian American’s stereotypes (Oyserman & Sakamoto, 1997; Pittinsky, 
Shih, & Ambady, 2000; Shih, Pittinsky, & Ambady, 1999). When comparing American 
stereotypes toward Japanese over time (Gilbert, 1951; Karlins, Coffman, & Walter, 1969; 
Katz & Braly, 1933), the stereotypes seem to change as the relationship between the 
United States and Japan has changed. Further longitudinal research needs to be 
conducted. 
On the other hand, Japanese stereotypes toward Americans had never been studied. 
This study showed that the most frequently chosen word by Japanese as their stereotypes 
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toward Americans was pleasure-loving. However, it is uncertain whether these results 
would generalize as stereotypes held by all American and Japanese college students; 
these results might be specific to the groups that participated in this study. Further 
research should be conducted with different sample groups. 
Orientation 
     This study did not show that orientation was related to the nationality; some 
Americans were categorized as collectivists, while some Japanese were categorized as 
individualists. A few past studies have shown similar results (Leung & Iwawaki, 1988; 
Uleman, Rhee, Bardoliwalla, Semin, & Toyama, 2000); the study conducted by Leung 
and Iwawaki indicated that both Americans and Japanese have the same level of 
collectivism. This study used a different scale, the INDCOL Scale made by Hui (1984). 
This scale focuses on the attention for other people, such as spouse, parents, relatives, 
neighbors, friends, and coworkers. However, the scale was developed for Chinese and 
Americans; thus, it may not be appropriate to measure Japanese collectivism. Japanese 
collectivism may be different from other countries’ collectivism, from the view of the 
relationships with other people (Uleman et al., 2000); Kent (2003) observed that 
especially the current Japanese young generation could not be called collectivistic; young 
people do not seem to respect others as collectivists do. The modern family tie is less 
intimate than in earlier generations, and young people cannot build their communication 
and social skills. The inability to connect with others might lead to the disrespect toward 
others. Takahashi, Ohara, Antonucci, and Akiyama (2002) also pointed out that it is 
complex to divide into individualism or collectivism when comparing Americans and 
Japanese probably due to that change of generations. Thus, Japanese collectivism needs 
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further research. 
     Although there is some research which focuses only on the relationship with others, 
collectivism includes not only the attitude toward others but also the influence from one’s 
social environment. Collectivists, such as Asian-Americans, are more strongly affected by 
external forces, such as relationships and social situations, than by internal forces (Huang 
& Yeh, 1996). At the same time we should consider the boundary between individualism 
and collectivism, the scale to measure the orientation may need to be developed in further 
research; the Self-Construal Scale by Singelis (1994) used in this study might not be 
appropriate to measure the orientation because some participants could be categorized 
both as individualist and collectivists. 
Contact Effect 
     This study showed the contact effect; those who frequently had friendly contact 
with the target group were more likely to see members of the target group with more 
variability and were less prejudiced against them. Interestingly, some American 
participants who were categorized as high-friendly contact answered that it was difficult 
to choose stereotypic words toward Japanese because all Japanese may apply to all of the 
words. That is strong evidence that the more frequently an individual contacts with the 
target group, the more tendency he or she has to view the target group as an individual. 
     Meanwhile this study showed that prejudice was related to the contact, with the 
contact being especially related to two factors in the prejudice scale, “life with the target 
group” and “internal attitude toward the other group”. These results emphasized that the 
frequency of the intergroup contact is related to the acceptance of the target group as 
members of people’s in-group and is related to the positive attitude toward the target 
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group. The factors “the social equality” and “specific relationships” with a sex partner 
and a boss showed a correlational relationship with contact. Due to the nature of the 
correlation, these factors may lead to the intergroup contact, or some other variables may 
influence the relationship between these factors and the contact. Further research will be 
needed to untangle the relationship between the intergroup contact and prejudice. 
     However, a causal relationship was not tested in this study because no variables 
were manipulated. Thus, we cannot conclude the intergroup contact as a cause of the 
variability of stereotypes and the reduction of prejudice, although the strong relationships 
among these variables were shown. Further research also needs the real contact effect. 
     Past research relating to the contact effect states that the intergroup contact does 
not directly lead to stereotypes or prejudice; relationships, behaviors, affect, knowledge, 
and social representations mediate between the contact and stereotypes or prejudice, 
under some prerequisite situations such as equal condition, cooperation, friendship, 
shared goals, supportive standards, and individual interaction (Dovidio, Gaertner, & 
Kawakami, 2003). Tan, Fujioka, and Lucht (1997) found that the contact effect was not 
mediated by familiarity. These mechanisms about the contact effect will need to be 
further studied in future research. 
     Contact effect for Americans and Japanese.  This study interestingly showed 
several differences between Americans and Japanese. Although Japanese participants 
reported more intergroup contact with the target group than Americans, the friendly 
contact was done more frequently by Americans than Japanese. Moreover, Americans are 
more likely to see the target group with more categories and less prejudice toward the 
target group than Japanese. There are three possible explanations. One is the contact 
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effect; Americans might show the more variability of stereotypes and less prejudice than 
Japanese because they reported to have more friendly intergroup contact than Japanese. 
Another explanation is the nature of Americans and Japanese. The United States is the 
country where many kinds of people live together and face stereotypes and prejudice 
frequently. Japan, on the other hand, consists of about one race and Japanese may not 
experience stereotypes and prejudice consciously. Americans may be more aware of the 
control of their stereotypic thoughts and prejudice than Japanese. Thus, the nature of 
Americans and Japanese might lead to the results. The other explanation is due to the 
difference of procedure; while American participants answered the questionnaire at the 
testing center under the Japanese researcher, Japanese participants completed it at their 
home. The difference of procedure also might affect the difference of the results between 
Americans and Japanese. 
     Another finding was that Americans showed the contact effect while Japanese did 
not. These results were not consistent with the study of O’Driscoll, Hacke, and Ohsako 
(1982); the Japanese participants showed the contact effect toward Australians in their 
study. The inconsistent results might be due to the different samples. Thus, it is assumed 
that these results would be due to the Japanese participants who did not have enough 
friendly contact to affect the variability of stereotypes and prejudice. Another possible 
explanation is that there might be differences of the view of friendship between 
Americans and Japanese. Americans might see a member of the target group as an 
individual if they have the friendly contact with the target group. However, Japanese still 
might prefer the communication with in-group members to out-group members 
(Gudykunst, Gao, Schmidt, Nishida, Bond, Leung, Wang, & Barraclough, 1992) and still 
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might see the group as their out-group even though they have friendly contact with the 
target group. The other possibility is that Japanese might hold such stronger attitudes 
toward Americans that it would be difficult for them to shift their attitudes even through 
the intergroup contact. Further research is needed. 
The Relationship between Orientation and Stereotypes 
     This study found that the relationship between orientation and the variability of 
stereotypes was not mediated by friendly contact. Orientation did not correlate with 
intergroup contact, whereas intergroup contact correlated with the variability of 
stereotypes. Each orientation and friendly contact was related to the variability of 
stereotypes; however, these two variables did not show the interaction. Thus, orientation 
and the contact independently influenced the variability of stereotypes. 
     Moreover, this study showed that collectivists were more likely to see the target 
group with variability; this finding was opposite to the hypotheses such as individualists 
were predicted to have more intergroup contact which might enhance more variability 
than collectivists. The function regarding the difference of orientation on the variability 
of stereotypes needs investigating in further research. 
The Relationship between Orientation and Prejudice 
     The relationship between the orientation and prejudice is not mediated by the 
intergroup contact. Orientation did not relate to friendly contact, but contact was related 
to prejudice. Orientation did not have any relationship with prejudice, unlike the 
relationship between orientation and prejudice. A finding that orientation did not show 
reasons for prejudice also supported no relationship between orientation and prejudice. It 
suggests that stereotypes and prejudice might be independent from each other, even 
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though stereotypes might lead to prejudice. 
Cross-Cultural Studies 
     This study was done by American and Japanese college students. They live under 
the different cultures and manners with different languages, and experience different 
things. This study found several differences between Americans and Japanese. One is the 
difference of the perceived meaning of words examined by the pretest due to different 
languages. Argumentative, for example, was answered as a negative word by Americans, 
while Japanese tended to consider this word as positive. This finding might be influenced 
either by the difference of the perceived meaning of words due to the difference of 
culture or by the difference of real meaning of words because an English word includes 
several ways of interpreting into Japanese. Thus, more advanced acquisition of language 
will be needed for further cross-cultural research. 
     Another difference is the nature of Americans and Japanese. This study indicated 
that the attitude toward stereotypes and prejudice might be different between Americans 
and Japanese due to the ethnical composition of each country. Another finding that 
Japanese may not be affected by the contact effect may be due to the nature of Japanese. 
     Moreover, this study showed that Americans scored higher on both individualism 
items and collectivism items than Japanese, even though these items were considered in 
opposite. This tendency is consistent with the results of the research by Takahashi et al 
(2002). Their research also showed that Americans rated higher on both the items which 
opposed to each other than Japanese, and the researchers stated that those results might 
be because of the nature of Americans and Japanese; Japanese might tend to rate 
themselves lower on personality and social measures, while Americans might be more 
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likely to rate themselves higher. Further cross-cultural research will need to be done 
based on the basic knowledge of each culture. 
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Chapter 5 
Conclusion 
     This study showed both Americans and Japanese have positive stereotypes of each 
other. Moreover, results in this study showed the contact effect, in which the friendly 
intergroup contact is positively related to the variability of stereotypes and is negatively 
related to prejudice. Meanwhile, some results indicated that orientation, such as 
individualism or collectivism, is related to stereotypes but may not be related to 
intergroup contact or prejudice. Finally, this study also suggests several differences 
between Americans and Japanese. 
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Appendix A: Questionnaire for American Participants 
Questionnaire for the Impression toward the Japanese 
 
Section I 
 
Please answer each of the following questions by circling THE ONLY ONE RESPONSE 
that best describes you. 
 
 
1. Your gender:    Male   Female 
 
2. Your age:         _____ 
 
3. Your 
citizenship:       American   Japanese   Other Asian   Others 
 
4. Your ethnic 
 background:    Caucasian   African American   Latin   Asian   Others 
 
 
Section II 
 
Please answer each of the following questions by circling THE ONLY ONE RESPONSE 
that best describes you. 
 
1. How frequently have you taken Japanese 
language or culture classes as a school 
requirement culture classes as a school       never  seldom  sometimes  often  very often 
requirement?  1     2     3     4     5 
 
2. How frequently do you exchange E-mails 
or chat with a Japanese friend? 1     2     3     4     5 
 
3. How frequently have you read books written 
about Japan? 1     2     3     4     5 
               
 
4.  How frequently have you studied at universities 
   in Japan? 1     2     3     4     5 
 
5.  How frequently do you think about the Japanese 
 economy? 1     2     3     4     5 
 
6.  How frequently have you traveled to Japan? 1     2     3     4     5 
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7.  How frequently have you listened to         never  seldom  sometimes  often  very often 
    Japanese music?        1     2     3     4     5 
 
8. How frequently do you talk face-to-face with 
   a Japanese friend? 1     2     3     4     5 
 
9. How frequently have you taken Japanese language 
   or culture classes because of your interest? 1     2     3     4     5 
 
10. How frequently have you watched TV programs 
   relating to Japan? 1     2     3     4     5 
 
   11. How frequently have you studied with a Japanese 
   person? 1     2     3     4     5 
  
   12. How frequently have you lived with a Japanese 
      person?    1     2     3     4     5 
 
   13. How frequently have you been to a Japanese 
   restaurant?   1     2     3     4     5 
 
   14. How frequently have you talked with a Japanese 
person? 1     2     3     4     5 
 
15. How frequently have you joined any association 
   groups relating to Japan? 1     2     3     4     5 
 
16. How frequently have you watched movies 
   relating to Japan? 1     2     3     4     5 
 
17. How frequently do you think about the Japanese 
politics? 1     2     3     4     5 
 
18. How frequently have you had any love 
   relationships with Japanese? 1     2     3     4     5 
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Section III 
 
Please choose the best answer for each of the following questions by circling THE ONLY 
ONE NUMBER that describes you. 
 
 strongly        somewhat       somewhat          strongly 
1. I have respect for the authority disagree disagree  disagree  neutral   agree     agree   agree 
   figures with whom I interact.   1     2     3     4     5     6     7 
 
2. Speaking up during a class is not a 
problem for me.  1     2     3     4     5     6     7 
 
3. I act the same way no matter who I 
   am with.         1     2     3     4     5     6     7 
 
4. I respect people who are modest 
about themselves. 1     2     3     4     5     6     7 
 
5. I feel comfortable using someone’s 
first name soon after I meet them, 
even when they are older than I am. 1     2     3     4     5     6     7 
 
6. I should take into consideration my 
parents’ advice when making 
education / career plans.  1     2     3     4     5     6     7 
 
7. I prefer to be direct and forthright 
when dealing with people I’ve just 
met. 1     2     3     4     5     6     7 
 
8. It is important to me to respect 
 decisions made by the group. 1     2     3     4     5     6     7 
 
9. I will stay in a group if they need me, 
 even when I’m not happy with the 
 group. 1     2     3     4     5     6     7 
 
10. My personal identity independent of 
others, is very important to me. 1     2     3     4     5     6     7 
 
11. It is important for me to maintain 
harmony within my group. 1     2     3     4     5     6     7 
 
12. I am comfortable with being singled 
out for praise or rewards. 1     2     3     4     5     6     7 
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13. I often have the feeling that my 
relationships with others are more  strongly        somewhat       somewhat         strongly 
important than my own         disagree disagree  disagree  neutral   agree     agree   agree 
accomplishments. 1     2     3     4     5     6     7 
 
14. I will sacrifice my self-interest for the 
benefit of the group I am in. 1     2     3     4     5     6     7 
 
15. I enjoy being unique and different 
from others in many respects. 1     2     3     4     5     6     7 
 
16. I am the same person at home that I 
am at school. 1     2     3     4     5     6     7 
 
   17. If my brother or sister fails, I feel 
 responsible.     1     2     3     4     5     6     7 
 
18. My happiness depends on the 
happiness of those around me. 1     2     3     4     5     6     7 
 
   19. I value being in good health above 
 everything.    1     2     3     4     5     6     7 
 
20. Being able to take care of myself is a 
 primary concern for me. 1     2     3     4     5     6     7 
 
21. Having a lively imagination is 
 important to me.   1     2     3     4     5     6     7 
 
22. Even when I strongly disagree with 
 group members, I avoid an 
 argument. 1     2     3     4     5     6     7 
 
23. I’d rather say “No” directly, than risk 
 being misunderstood.           1     2     3     4     5     6     7 
 
24. I would offer my seat in a bus to my 
 professor.     1     2     3     4     5     6     7 
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Section IV 
 
Read through the list of words on this page and choose those which you PERSONALLY 
think of the Japanese by circling AS MANY OF THESE WORDS AS you think to 
describe the Japanese appropriately. If you do not find appropriate words on this page, 
please add those which you think describe them. 
 
intelligent    brilliant     scientifically-minded  witty sophisticated 
 
alert clever    sly     meditative     imaginative 
 
stupid ignorant superstitious naïve industrious 
 
lazy honest deceitful unreliable vague 
 
faithful disloyal cowardly cruel kind 
 
generous selfish money-focused materialistic revengeful 
 
quarrelsome greedy aggressive conceited boastful 
 
ambitious showy individualistic talkative loud 
 
rude suave courteous conventional argumentative 
 
straightforward sloppy suspicious reserved quiet 
 
emotionless dull stubborn impulsive quick-tempered 
 
easily persuaded  passionate sensual pleasure-loving cheerful 
 
happy-go-lucky humorless sensitive careful neat 
 
persistent imitative frivolous outgoing practical 
 
progressive conservative musical artistic sportsmanlike 
 
  very extremely    physically 
traditional efficient religious patriotic dirty 
 
loyal to                                                                              
family ties arrogant radical                          
 
If you need, please describe below; 
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Section V 
 
Please answer each of the following questions by circling THE ONLY ONE NUMBER 
that best describes your opinion. 
 
 
1. It makes sense for minority groups to live in their    
neighborhoods because they share more and         strongly  somewhat      somewhat  strongly 
get along better than when mixing with the disagree   disagree  neutral   agree    agree 
majority group.  -2     -1     0     1     2             
 
2. It is a bad idea for Americans and the Japanese to 
marry one another. -2     -1     0     1     2 
 
3. Suppose that a child of yours had children with a 
person of very different color and physical 
characteristics than your own. You are bothered if 
your grandchildren did not physically resemble the 
people on your side of the family. -2     -1     0     1     2 
 
4. I would be willing to have sexual relationships with 
the Japanese. -2     -1     0     1     2 
 
5.  I would mind if a suitably qualified Japanese person 
was appointed as my boss.                     -2     -1     0     1     2             
 
6.  Given the present high level of unemployment, 
foreigners should go back to their countries. -2     -1     0     1     2            
 
7. If many Japanese persons moved to my neighborhood 
in a short period of time, thus changing its ethnic 
composition, it would not bother me. -2     -1     0     1     2 
 
8.  If people move to another country, they should be 
allowed to maintain their own traditions.     -2     -1     0     1     2             
 
9. I cannot believe what the Japanese say because of 
their characteristics. -2     -1     0     1     2 
 
10. I would not be concerned if most of my peers at the 
university were the Japanese people. -2     -1     0     1     2 
 
11. Americans and Japanese people can never be really 
comfortable with each other, even if they are close 
friends. -2     -1     0     1     2 
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 strongly  somewhat      somewhat  strongly 
12. I think that Japanese people look more similar to disagree   disagree  neutral   agree    agree 
   each other than American people do.  -2     -1     0     1     2             
 
13. If a Japanese were put in charge of me, I would not 
mind taking advice and direction from him or her. -2     -1     0     1     2 
 
14. If I had a chance to introduce Japanese visitors to my 
friends and neighbors, I would be pleased to do so. -2     -1     0     1     2 
 
15. I would not mind it at all if a Japanese family with 
about the same income and education as me moved 
in next door. -2     -1     0     1     2 
 
 
This questionnaire ends.  Thank you for your cooperation. 
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Appendix B: Questionnaire for Japanese Participants 
アメリカ人に対しての意識調査 
 
第１部 
 
以下の質問に対して、自分について当てはまるものを一つだけ選んで丸で囲んで
ください。 
 
 
１．性別: 男性 女性 
 
２．年齢:  ______ 
 
３．国籍: 日本 アメリカ 他アジア諸国 その他 
 
４．人種: アジア人 白人 黒人 その他 
 
 
第２部 
 
以下の質問に対して、自分について当てはまるものを一つだけ選んで丸で囲んで
ください。 
 
       全然                    非常に 
１ 必修として英語またはアメリカ文化の  ない めったにない 時々 しばしば しばしば 
   授業をどの位の頻度で取りましたか？  1      2     3     4      5 
 
２．アメリカ人の友達とどの位の頻度で E メール 
交換またはチャットしていますか？   1      2     3     4      5 
 
３．アメリカについて書かれている本を今まで 
どの位の頻度で読んだことがありますか？1      2     3     4      5 
 
４．今までどのくらいの頻度でアメリカにある 
大学で勉強したことがありますか？    1      2     3     4      5 
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        全然                    非常に 
５．アメリカの経済についてどの位の頻度でない めったにない 時々 しばしば しばしば 
 考えたりしますか？      1      2     3     4      5 
 
６．今までどのくらいの頻度でアメリカを旅行した 
ことがありますか？      1      2     3     4      5 
 
７．今までアメリカの音楽をどの位の頻度で 
聞いたことがありますか？ 1      2     3     4      5 
 
８．アメリカ人の友達とどの位の頻度で会って 
 話しますか？       1      2     3     4      5 
９．自分の興味で今までどの位の頻度で英語  
またはアメリカ文化の授業をとったことが 
ありますか？ 1      2     3     4      5 
 
１０．今までアメリカに関するテレビ番組を 
どの位の頻度で見たことがありますか？ 1      2     3     4      5 
 
１１．今までどの位の頻度でアメリカ人と一緒に 
勉強をしたことがありますか？ 1      2     3     4      5 
 
１２．今までどの位の頻度でアメリカ人と住んだ 
ことがありますか？  1      2     3     4      5 
 
１３．どの位の頻度でアメリカに関係あるレストラン 
（ステーキハウス、マクドナルド等の 
ハンバーガ屋、ケンタッキーフライドチキン等） 
に行ったことがありますか？ 1      2     3     4      5 
 
１４．今までアメリカ人とどの位の頻度で話した 
ことがありますか？   1      2     3     4      5 
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１５．今までアメリカに関係する交流団体に 全然                    非常に 
どの位の頻度で参加したことが ない めったにない 時々 しばしば しばしば 
ありますか？ 1      2     3     4      5 
 
１６．今までアメリカ映画をどの位の頻度で 
見たことがありますか？ 1      2     3     4      5 
 
１７．アメリカの政治をどの位の頻度で 
考えますか？ 1      2     3     4      5 
 
１８．今までどの位の頻度でアメリカ人と恋愛関係を 
持ったことがありますか？ 1      2     3     4      5 
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第３部 
 
以下の質問に対して、自分について最も適しているものを一つだけ選んで丸で囲
んでください。 
 
    同意も 
１．自分が交流している、   強く      多少  反対も  多少      強く 
 影響力の強い人物を  反対する反対する 反対する しない 同意する 同意する同意する 
尊敬する。        1     2     3     4     5     6    7 
 
２．クラスで発表することは苦では 
ない。          1     2     3     4     5     6    7 
 
３．自分は誰と一緒にいようと、 
同じ行動をする。     1     2     3     4     5     6    7 
 
４．自分自身に対して謙虚な人を 
尊敬する。        1     2     3     4     5     6    7 
 
５．たとえ自分より年上の人でも、 
初対面の人のことをすぐに名前で 
呼ぶことができる。    1     2     3     4     5     6    7 
 
６．将来の勉強や仕事に関して、親の 
  アドバイスを考慮する。   1     2     3     4     5     6    7 
 
７．初対面の人にも、率直に対応する 
ように心がける。      1     2     3     4     5     6    7 
 
８．仲間で決めたことを守ることは 
大切だ。          1     2     3     4     5     6    7 
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９．たとえある仲間と居心地が     同意も 
悪くても、そこで必要と 強く      多少  反対も  多少      強く 
されているのなら自分 反対する反対する 反対する しない 同意する 同意する同意する 
はその仲間といる。    1     2     3     4     5     6    7 
 
１０．他人に頼らないという自分の 
個性は、自分にとってはとても 
大切なことだ。      1     2     3     4     5     6    7 
 
１１．グループ内で協調することが大切 
だ。           1     2     3     4     5     6    7 
       
１２．賞や褒美のために自分が 
選ばれるのは気持ちがよい。1     2     3     4     5     6    7 
 
１３．自分の成功より他人との 
   人間関係の方が大切だと思う  
ことがしばしばある。   1     2     3     4     5     6    7 
 
１４．自分のグループの利益のためなら 
   自分自身の興味は犠牲にする 
だろう。         1     2     3     4     5     6    7 
 
１５．いろんな面で、自分が他人と違う 
ということを楽しんでいる。1     2     3     4     5     6    7 
 
１６．家にいる時も学校にいる時も自分は 
   同じだ。         1     2     3     4     5     6    7 
 
１７．もし兄弟が失敗したら、責任を 
感じる。         1     2     3     4     5     6    7 
 
１８．周りの人が幸せであれば、 
自分も幸せだ。      1     2     3     4     5     6    7 
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      同意も 
   強く      多少  反対も  多少      強く 
 反対する反対する 反対する しない 同意する 同意する同意する 
１９．何よりも健康が一番大切だ。1     2     3     4     5     6    7 
 
２０．自分を大切にするという 
   ことはまず自分のことを考える 
   ことだ。 1     2     3     4     5     6    7 
 
２１．鋭い想像力を持つことは自分には 
   大切なことだ。      1     2     3     4     5     6    7 
 
２２．たとえ自分が仲間の意見に 
強く反対している時でも 
議論は避ける。      1     2     3     4     5     6    7 
 
２３．誤解されるよりは、直接｢ノー｣と 
   言うほうがいい。     1     2     3     4     5     6    7 
 
２４．バスで自分の先生に自分の席を 
譲る。          1     2     3     4     5     6    7 
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第４部 
 
下のリストを見てください。アメリカ人を適切に表現していると思う言葉をすべ
て、丸で囲んでください。もしこのリストに適切な言葉がない場合は、その言葉
をその他の欄に追加してください。 
 
 
知性がある   かしこい    科学的     気のきいた   洗練され
ている 
深く 
警戒心がある  洞察力のある  ずるい     物事を考え込む 想像的 
 
非常識     無知      迷信的     世間知らず   勤勉 
 
怠惰      誠実      うそつき    当てにならない あいまい 
 
忠実      不誠実     臆病      残酷      親切 
 
気前のよい   わがまま    金目当て    物質主義    執念深い 
 
けんか好き   どん欲     攻撃的     うぬぼれている 自慢好き 
 
野心的     けばけばしい    個性的     話し好き   やかましい 
 
失礼な     人当たりがよい 礼儀正しい   型にはまった  議論好き 
 
率直      だらしない   疑り深い    控えめな    物静か 
 
無表情     鈍い      頑固      衝動的     短気 
 
のせられやすい 情熱的     いやらしい   楽しいこと好き 陽気 
 
楽天的     ユーモアのない 敏感      きちょうめん きっちりと 
      した 
 
粘り強い    まね好き    不真面目    社交的     実用的 
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進歩的     保守的     音楽好き    芸術的     正々堂々 
      とした 
     非常的に 
伝統を重んじる 有能      とても宗教的  国家主義的   不潔 
 
家族思い    横柄      過激 
 
その他：追加があれば、こちらに記入してください 
_____________________________________ 
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第５部 
 
以下の質問に対して、自分について最も適しているものを一つだけ選んで丸で囲
んでください。 
 
１．少数グループは、多数グループと          同意も 
  住むより少数グループ同士で     強く   多少   反対も  多少   強く 
  固まって住む方が仲良くできていいと 反対する 反対する  しない 同意する 同意する 
  思う。          -2     -1      0      1     2 
 
２．日本人とアメリカ人がお互いに 
結婚するのは悪い考えだ。      -2     -1      0      1      2 
 
３．あなたの子供に自分と全く違う肌の色で 
  体つきも全く違う子供ができたと想像して 
下さい。あなたの孫が自分側の家族に 
似てないことは嫌だ。        -2     -1      0      1      2 
 
４．アメリカ人と性的関係を持っても 
構わない。 -2     -1      0      1      2 
 
５．適任の人でもアメリカ人が自分の上司に 
なったら嫌だ。           -2     -1      0      1      2 
 
６．仮に現在不況率が高いとして、外国人は 
  自分の国に帰るべきだと思う。    -2     -1      0      1      2 
 
７．もし多くのアメリカ人が一度に自分の近所に 
  引っ越してき、アメリカ人が多くなったと 
しても自分は気にしない。      -2     -1      0      1      2 
 
８．人が他の国へ移ったとき、自分らの伝統を 
  守ることを許されるべきだ。     -2     -1      0      1      2 
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       同意も 
     強く   多少   反対も  多少   強く 
９．アメリカ人の行動性格から、彼らの  反対する 反対する  しない 同意する 同意する 
言うことは信じられない。      -2     -1      0      1      2 
 
１０．大学の同級生のほとんどがアメリカ人 
   でも自分は気にしない。      -2     -1      0      1      2 
 
１１．アメリカ人と日本人は例えどんなに 
仲のいい友達でも、決してお互いに 
心地よい関係は築けない。     -2     -1      0      1      2 
 
１２．アメリカ人は、日本人よりも見た目が 
似ていると思う。         -2     -1      0      1      2 
 
１３．アメリカ人があなたにアドバイス等を 
する立場にいるとして、その 
アドバイスに従う。        -2     -1      0      1      2 
 
１４．もしアメリカ人の訪問者を自分の友達や 
隣人に紹介する機会があれば、喜んで 
紹介するだろう。         -2     -1      0      1      2 
 
１５．もし自分と同じ位の収入、教育を受けた 
アメリカ人家族が隣に引っ越してきても 
まったく気にしない。       -2     -1      0      1      2 
 
 
以上で、質問は終了です。ご協力いただき、ありがとうございました。 
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Table 1 
 
The List for Stereotypes 
 
 
American  Percent Japanese  Percent 
Stereotypes Frequency    (n = 70) Stereotypes Frequency (n=71) 
 
 
Intelligent 65 92.9 Pleasure-Loving 51 71.8  
 
Loyal to 
Family Ties 62 88.6 Outgoing 44 62.0  
 
Traditional 53 75.7 Cheerful 43 60.6 
 
Kind 48 68.6 Talkative 40 56.3 
 
Scientifically-   Loyal to 
Minded 44 62.9 Family Ties 40 56.3 
 
Ambitious 42 60.0 Argumentative 35 49.3 
 
Artistic 42 60.0 Musical 33 46.5 
 
Faithful 38 54.3 Individualistic 31 43.7 
 
Courteous 38 54.3 Straightforward 30 42.3 
 
Industrious 36 51.4 Ambitious 28 39.4 
 
Clever 35 50.0 Happy-Go-Lucky 28 39.4 
 
Imaginative 35 50.0 Extremely Patriotic 27 38.0 
 
Reserved 34 48.6 Aggressive 25 35.2 
 
Generous 33 47.1 Passionate 24 33.8 
 
Sophisticated 32 45.7 Sportsmanlike 24 33.8 
 
Quiet 31 44.3 Progressive 23 32.4 
 
Cheerful 28 40.0 Kind 22 31.0 
 
Neat 28 40.0 Suave 22 31.0 
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The List for Stereotypes (Continued) 
 
 
American  Percent Japanese  Percent 
Stereotypes Frequency    (n = 70) Stereotypes Frequency (n=71) 
 
 
Efficient 28 40.0 Radical 20 28.2 
 
Brilliant 27 38.6 Imaginative 19 26.8 
 
Honest 27 38.6 Materialistic 19 26.8 
 
Progressive 26 37.1 Boastful 19 26.8 
 
   Scientifically- 
Musical 26 37.1 Minded 18 25.4 
 
Conservative 25 35.7 Generous 18 25.4 
 
Practical 24 34.3 Selfish 18 25.4 
 
Very Religious 24 34.3 Very Religious 18 25.4 
 
Witty 23 32.9 Quick-Tempered 15 21.1 
 
Meditative 20 28.6 Quarrelsome 14 19.7 
 
Careful 20 28.6 Greedy 12 16.9 
 
Talkative 19 27.1 Conceited 12 16.9 
 
Passionate 18 25.7 Intelligent 11 15.5 
 
Sensitive 18 25.7 Alert 11 15.5 
 
Persistent 18 25.7 Practical 11 15.5 
 
Alert 16 22.9 Witty 10 14.1 
 
Happy-Go-Lucky 15 21.4 Impulsive 10 14.1 
 
Extremely Patriotic 15 21.4 Conservative 10 14.1 
 
Superstitious 14 20.0 Brilliant 9 12.7 
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The List for Stereotypes (Continued) 
 
 
American  Percent Japanese  Percent 
Stereotypes Frequency    (n = 70) Stereotypes Frequency (n=71) 
 
 
Conventional 14 20.0 Sly 9 12.7 
 
Outgoing 13 18.6 Cruel 9 12.7 
 
Individualistic 12 17.1 Money-Focused 9 12.7 
 
Vague 11 15.7 Stubborn 9 12.7 
 
Money-Focused 10 14.3 Traditional 8 11.3 
 
Sly 9 12.9 Efficient 8 11.3 
 
Aggressive 9 12.9 Arrogant 8 11.3 
 
Straightforward 9 12.9 Clever 7 9.9 
 
Sensual 8 11.4 Stupid 7 9.9 
 
Imitative 8 11.4 Naïve 7 9.9 
 
Sportsmanlike 8 11.4 Artistic 7 9.9 
 
Suspicious 7 10.0 Vague 6 8.5 
 
Naïve 6 8.6 Showy 6 8.5 
 
Materialistic 6 8.6 Honest 5 7.0 
 
Stubborn 6 8.6 Deceitful 5 7.0 
 
Pleasure-Loving 5 7.1 Faithful 5 7.0 
 
Cruel 4 5.7 Loud 5 7.0 
 
Showy 4 5.7 Superstitious 4 5.6 
 
Loud 4 5.7 Industrious 4 5.6 
 
Suave 4 5.7 Unreliable 4 5.6 
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The List for Stereotypes (Continued) 
 
 
American  Percent Japanese  Percent 
Stereotypes Frequency    (n = 70) Stereotypes Frequency (n=71) 
 
 
Emotionless 4 5.7 Easily Persuaded 4 5.6 
 
Impulsive 4 5.7 Persistent 4 5.6 
 
Humorless 4 5.7 Imitative 4 5.6 
 
Arrogant 4 5.7 Sensual 3 4.2 
 
Ignorant 3 4.3 Sophisticated 2 2.8 
 
Deceitful 3 4.3 Ignorant 2 2.8 
 
Conceited 3 4.3 Lazy 2 2.8 
 
Disloyal 2 2.9 Disloyal 2 2.8 
 
Selfish 2 2.9 Cowardly 2 2.8 
 
Revengeful 2 2.9 Courteous 2 2.8 
 
Boastful 2 2.9 Sloppy 2 2.8 
 
Rude 2 2.9 Sensitive 2 2.8 
 
Argumentative 2 2.9 Neat 2 2.8 
 
Quick-Tempered 2 2.9 Frivolous 2 2.8 
 
Frivolous 2 2.9 Revengeful 1 1.4 
 
Stupid 1 1.4 Suspicious 1 1.4 
 
Lazy 1 1.4 Dull 1 1.4 
 
Unreliable 1 1.4 
 
Cowardly 1 1.4 
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The List for Stereotypes (Continued) 
 
 
American  Percent 
Stereotypes Frequency    (n = 70) 
 
 
Greedy 1 1.4 
 
Quarrelsome 1 1.4 
 
Sloppy 1 1.4 
 
Dull 1 1.4 
 
Easily-Persuaded 1 1.4 
 
Radical 1 1.4 
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Table 2 
 
The List of Additional Words as Descriptions of the Other Group 
 
  
Nationality of participants Stereotypes Frequency 
 
 
 Americans Open heart 1 
 Open minded 1 
 Hard working 1 
 Talented 1 
 Flexible 1 
 Quick 1 
 Protective 1 
 Creative 1 
 Unique 1 
 Pretty 1 
 Thin 1 
Japanese Patriot (愛国心が強い) 2 
 Violent (暴力的) 2 
 Bad hand-writing (字が汚い) 1 
 Gentlemanlike (紳士的) 1 
 A person in the best country in the 
 world (世界一の国の人間) 1 
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The List of Additional Words as Descriptions of the Other Group (Continued) 
 
 
 Nationality of participants Stereotypes Frequency 
 
 
Japanese Random (適当、いいかげん) 1 
 Take a defiant attitude (開き直る) 1 
 
 Open minded (オープン) 1 
 
 A person who have troublesome 
 justice in some cases (場合に 
 よっては迷惑になりかねない 
 正義感の持ち主) 1 
 Active (積極的) 1 
 Self-centered (まず自分) 1 
 Cooperative (団結力がある) 1 
 Well-built (体格が大きい) 1 
 Prefer wars (戦争好き) 1 
 Obese (太っている人が多い) 1 
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Table 3 
 
Factor Analysis of Contact Information 
 
 
 Factors 
    1    2    3    4     5 
 
General Knowledge about the  
Target Group 
 
  How frequently have you listened to 
  the target’s music? .815 .041 .018 .236 .113 
 
  How frequently do you think about 
the target group’s politics? .789 -.074 .245 -.088 -.152 
 
How frequently have you watched 
TV programs relating to the target 
group? .741 .052 -.019 .292 .119 
 
How frequently do you think about 
the target group’s economy? .704 .136 .207 -.375 .052 
 
How frequently have you read books 
written about the target group? .615 .421 .108 .168 .107 
 
Direct Friendly Contact 
 
How frequently do you talk face-to- 
Face with a member of the target 
group? -.075 .905 .086 -.058 .071 
 
How frequently do you exchange 
E-mails or chat with a member of the 
target group? .165 .848 .245 .079 -.021 
 
How frequently have you talked with 
a member of the target group? .051 .828 .107 .108 .182 
 
How frequently have you studied with 
a member of the target group? .183 .740 .196 .057 .087 
 
How frequently have you joined any 
association groups relating to the target 
group? .338 .716 .167 .123 -.173 
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Factor Analysis of Contact Information (Continued) 
 
 
 Factors 
     1     2        3    4      5 
Experience of Sharing Life with 
the Target Group 
 
How frequently have you traveled to 
the target country? .262 .094 .745 .120 .173 
 
How frequently have you had any love 
relationships with a member of the 
target group? .106 .455 .743 .057 -.166 
 
How frequently have you lived with 
a member of the target group? -.047 .316 .727 -.041 .277 
 
Cultural Experience 
 
 How frequently have you been to a 
 restaurant relating to the target 
country? .013 .104 -.023 .697 .195 
 
 
 How frequently have you taken the 
 target language or culture classes as a 
 school requirement? .468 -.031 .269 .610 -.281 
 
 How frequently have you taken the 
 target language or culture classes as a 
 school requirement? .565 .263 .177 .604 -.113 
 
Experience of Studying Abroad 
 
 How frequently have you studied at 
 universities in the target country? .115 .098 .222 .086 .862 
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Table 4 
 
Factor Analysis of Prejudice Scale 
 
 
 Factors 
     1    2    3    4    5 
 
Life with the Target Group 
 
 If many members of the target group 
 moved to my neighborhood in a short 
 period of time, thus changing its ethnic 
 composition, it would not bother me. .752 -.070 .201 -.054 -.181 
 
 I would not be concerned if most of 
 my peers at the university were the 
 members of the target group. .713 .054 .092 .178 -.030 
 
 If I had a chance to introduce the 
 visitors who belong to the target group 
 to my friends and neighbors, I would be 
 pleased to do so. .596 .310 .202 .098 .219 
 
 I would not mind it at all if a family of 
 the target group with about the same 
 income and education as me moved in 
 next door. .586 .219 .249 .001 .447 
 
Social Equality Relating to the 
Relationship 
 
 Americans and Japanese people can 
 never be really comfortable with each 
 other, even if they are close friends. -.081 .756 .310 -.176 -.012 
 
 It is a bad idea for Americans and the 
 Japanese to marry one another. .113 .688 .082 .375 .076 
 
 Given the present high level of 
 unemployment, foreigners should go 
 back to their countries. .319 .632 .152 .208 .033 
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Factor Analysis of Prejudice Scale (Continued) 
 
 
 Factors 
     1    2    3    4      5 
 
Internal Attitude toward the Target 
Group 
 
 It makes sense for minority groups to 
 live in their neighborhoods because they 
 share more and get along better than  
 when mixing with the majority group. .118 .067 .829 -.034 .007 
 
 I cannot believe what the target group 
 says because of its characteristics. .226 .226 .720 .068 .000 
 
 If a member of the target group were put 
 in charge of me, I would not mind taking 
 advice and direction form him or her. .333 .403 .468 .042 .244 
 
 Suppose that a child of yours had 
 children with a person of very different 
 color and physical characteristics than 
 your own. You are bothered if your 
 grandchildren did not physically 
 resemble the people on your side of the 
 family. .366 .289 .429 .393 -.088 
 
Specific Relationships 
 
 I would be willing to have sexual 
 relationships with a member of the 
 target group. .149 .173 -.060 .822 -.095 
 
 I would mind if a suitably qualified 
 person of the target group was appointed 
 as my boss. .460 .376 -.325 -.517 -.056 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
88 
Factor Analysis of Prejudice Scale (Continued) 
 
 
 Factors 
    1   2    3    4    5 
 
General Attitude toward Out-Groups 
 
 I think that people of the target group 
 look more similar to each other than 
 people of our group do. .051 .159 -.015 .066 -.789 
 
 If people move to another country, 
 they should be allowed to maintain their 
 own traditions. .017 .385 -.032 -.023 .578 
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Table 5 
 
Mean Variability of Stereotypes 
 
 
 Friendly Contact 
Orientation Low High 
 
 
Individualism 12.11 16.00 
 
Collectivism 17.44 21.67 
 
Note. N = 68. The more variability an individual chooses, the more he or she sees the 
target group as “individual”. 
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Table 6 
 
Mean Prejudice 
 
 
 Friendly Contact 
Orientation Low High 
 
 
Individualism -13.59 -16.29 
 
Collectivism -10.44 -17.87 
 
Note. N = 67. The higher the score, the more prejudice. 
 
 
